DOMICIL OF CORPORATIONS
office is situated, was untenable, for if this were so the decisions -
in the Cesena type of case would have been put upon that short
and simple reason. Nevertheless, how is the decision in the
Swedish Case to be reconciled with the rule established by the
House of Lords, and from which no departure is possible, that
a company resides where its real business is carried on and that
the real business is carried on where the central control and
management abide? It can scarcely be said, as Pollock M.R.
said, that this is not the only test.1 If words mean anything,
there is a natural reluctance to accept the statement of Lord
Cave that 'the central control and management of a company
may be divided'.2 Again, it is difficult to resist the conclusion
that Lord Sumner, in explaining away the Swedish decision by
the remark that the business done in London was little less im-
portant than that transacted in Sweden, virtually repudiated
the principle of central control.
According to the suggestion of Lord Radcliffe, with whom Probable
Lord  Simonds  agreed,  the true explanation of these two reconcili»-
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decisions is that they rail within what appears to be a clear cases
qualification of the test of central control.3 This is that if the
control is so evenly divided between two or more countries as
to preclude the possibility of identifying one place of central
control, then the company must be regarded as resident in each
country in which to a substantial degree control is in fact
exercised.
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y(iii) Domicile Questions concerning the status of a body of pomicii is
persons==aisociated together for some enterprise, including
the fundamental question whether it possesses the attribute of
legal personality, must on principle be governed by the same
law that governs the status of the individual, i.e. by the law of
the domicil. What this law is admits of no doubt if we reason
upon the analogy of the individual. Every person, natural and
artificial, acquires at birth a domicil of origin by operation of
law. In the case of the natural person it is the domicil of his
father, in the case of the juristic person it is the country in which
it is born, i.e. in which it is incorporated.5 If it is a corporation,
it can be so only by virtue of the law by which it was incorpo-
rated. It is to this law alone that all questions concerning the
1	Swedish Central Ry. Co. v. Thompson, [1924] 2 K.B. at p. z6$.
2	Ibid,, [1925] A.C. at p. 501.
3	Unit Construction Co. Ltd.v. Bullock (Injectoroft/saw), [1960] A.C. 351.
4	See generally Farnsworth, op. cit., pp. 201 et seqq.
5	Gasfttev. Inland Rtvemu Commissioners, [1940] 2 K.B. 80.

